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must have been written down for each cell and thus i^o
3 can be readily calculated. We can also

treat ^o
3 as given by

but the cubing of the often rather large cell frequencies is troublesome, just as it is rather more
troublesome to calculate

t h a n * . y i n ^
1 If

owing to the largeness of the squares in the former expression.

II. Measurements of Medieval English Femora.

IN a forthcoming memoir on the English Long Bones there will be a good deal to be said
about the conclusions reached by Dr Parsons in his recent paper on the Rothwell femora.
Meanwhile he has started an attack on the Biometric School in a Journal whose columns are
not open to adequate reply,—i.e. to a reply of not greater length than the published attack—
from members of that school. In his communication he suggested that I was unacquainted with
the condition of affairs at Rothwell, and behind this charge tried to escape any answers to
the essential questions I asked him, and thus those questions still remain unanswered.

The communication I made ran as follows :

My informant who I hope is trustworthy speaks T>f (i) " the great mass of bones beneath the
church at Rothwell" and (ii) of "the great collection of human bones beneath the old parish
church at Rothwell" ; further (iii) " there are probably some 5000 or 6000 individuals represented
in the vault at Rothwell, either altogether or in part"; and again (iv) "The stack varies in
height and breadth, but is nowhere as high or broad as that at Hythe, although it is much
longer. I know that at Hythe there are the remains of rather over 4000 people, I think
that this collection contaius more than this, partly because the stack is so much longer, partly
because the bones are so much more decomposed and have therefore settled more."

Manouvrier after much piecing and mending while only able to measure the lengths of about
16 femora from the neolithic burial places of Montigny and Esbly, was yet able to determine the
pilastric index of 127, and the platymeric index in 127 bones, that is to say in eight times as
many bones as those for which he could obtain the maximum length. And had he dealt fully
with the head and neck and the popliteal region, the multiplying factor would probably have
been ten. Had piecing, mending and a maximum of care in handling been used, I can hardly
believe that what Manouvrier achieved at Montiguy was not possible for Dr Parsons at Rothwell.

Dr Parsons writes : " If the remains of femurs, whether they are fit or unfit for measurement,
are counted it will be found that females are quite as numerous as males though measurable
male femurs from their stronger build are lets liable to break in being extricated from the pile of
bones, and so there are more of them available for measurement." The italics are mine.

Much depends on the method of ' extrication,' and if the capacity of a bone to stand a hole
being drilled in it with a bradawl be part of the necessary fitness for measurement then the
number might undoubtedly be limited. But trusting to what I know has been achieved by the
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French, I feel convinced that if Dr Parsons could measure 277 femoral heads where the femoral
length was measurable, he could easily have measured 2000 heads in all and thus have ascer-
tained, definitely, whether his Rothwell series is unique in showing a significant depression in
frequency between 45 and 47 mm. Further he could on such material by dealing with numbers
8 to 10 times those he has provided have given definite answers to many of the problems con-
cerning platymery and the pilastric and popliteal indices, which other observers have been vainly
trying to solve on far less adequate and in many cases far more fragmentary material.

I would note that Dr Parsons gives no reply at all to my question of why he used Dwight's
measurements as a criterion of sex when they referred to bones with the cartilages attached,
because without this reply his careful attention to 'other points' when the head fell between
45 and 47 mm. seems one-sided, and of no value in sexing the collection as a whole. He
further gives no reply whatever to my question of why it is the male end, not the dwarf end,
of his female distribution which is lacking, if absence of females be due to breakage.

I would also state (i) that I have not sexed the Eothwell bones and therefore cannot say how
far I should or should not agree with Dr Parsons. Dr Lee using the best available mathematical
process found 145 $ s and 133 $ s, while Dr Parsons has 103 J s and 174 <£ s. How this shows any
agreement I fail to perceive ; (ii) that I have made no assertion about the bones being of the
13th and 14th centuries. I merely headed my letter with Dr Parsons' heading "Measurements
of Medieval English Femora," and asked why, if Dr Parsons holds these bones to be such, he
considers them without cartilages comparable with the mixed results of a modern American
dissecting room plus the cartilages.

K. P.
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